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Evaluating CO2 Capture Ready Investment in New-built Thermal Power Plants in
China
Xi Lianga*, David Reinera, Jon Gibbinsb, Jia Lib
Abstract
The total thermal power capacity has grown by 65GW to over 600GW by the end of 2008
(CEC, 2009). Chinese government, industry and academic stakeholders perceive that China
will not mandate new plants to be built with carbon dioxide capture and storage systems in
the short term and there is little incentive even to contemplate
the first steps needed to fit plants with capture equipment (Reiner et al, 2007). Therefore, we
evaluate CO2 Capture Ready (CCR) investment, which would enable thermal power plants to
be retrofitted to capture CO2 without unnecessary additional costs when the appropriate
policy and /or economic drivers are in place (IEA, 2007).
In order to understand the value and investment characteristics of CCR in China, a
typical 600MW pulverized-coal fired ultra-supercritical power plant was assessed. Combined
with a detailed engineering assessment, we obtained the costs for different CCR scenarios. To
analyze CCR investment opportunities, we apply a cash flow model for valuing Capture
Options, as developed in Liang et al (2007). Results are obtained by Monte-Carlo simulation,
with assumptions based on engineering surveys and the IEA (2007) CCR study, as well as
plant performance information and expert estimations on carbon prices, coal prices and
electricity prices.
1. Introduction

Fossil fuel power plants are the largest source of carbon dioxide, accounting for more than
40% of CO2 emissions globally, and the trend is expected to continue through 2050 (IEA,
2006). Most of incremental emissions globally will come from China and India and the
largest increase in magnitude comes from coal (Figure 1).
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Mitigating climate change must be treated as an investment, spending now can help
avoid the risks of serious damage in the long term (Stern, 2006). Ideally, all fossil fuel power
plants should be built with Carbon Capture and Storage to minimize the risk of dangerous
climate change. However, currently there are insufficient incentives and no mandatory policy
is currently in place in any countries to encourage large scale CCS deployments before 2015.
CO2 Capture Ready (CCR) is a modest investment expenditure in the planning, design
a
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and construction stage of a fossil fuel plant, to minimize the risk of future ‘carbon lock-in’ by
significantly easing a future retrofit of carbon capture and storage (CCS). Following the
Gleneagles G8 (2005) submit, the IEA Greenhouse Gas Programme (2007) published a study
which identified the following key elements for CCR power plants:
•
•

•

A CO2 capture ready power plant is a plant which can include CO2 capture when the
necessary regulatory or economic drivers are in place. The aim of building plants that
are capture ready is to reduce the risk of stranded assets and carbon lock-in.
Developers of capture ready plants should take responsibility for ensuring that all
known factors in their control that would prevent installation and operation of CO2
capture have been identified and eliminated. This might include:
o A study of options for CO2 capture retrofit and potential pre-investments
o Inclusion of sufficient space and access for the additional facilities that would
be required
o Identification of reasonable route(s) to storage of CO2
Competent authorities involved in permitting power plants should be provided with
sufficient information to be able to judge whether the developer has met these criteria.

A minority of companies are considering making their plants Capture Ready.
Appendix shows examples of the industry approach to planning new plants Capture Ready by
self-motivation. However, there have been relatively few studies looking at CCR investment
decisions. Rutkowski et al (2003) investigated the impact of pre-investment on NPV and
Sekar (2005) applied real option analysis on the value of pre-investment IGCC or Oxyfuel.
Both studies emphasized the absence of economic drivers needed to make capture ready preinvestment worthwhile. These studies mainly focused on pre-investment in the form of the
extra cost of building an integrated gasifier combined cycle (IGCC) systems, however, while
most new coal-fired power plants built by 2020, are likely to be conventional pulverised coal
power plants. They also assumed limited fixed retrofitting date, rather than the likely real
situation of a range of possible dates, which may lead to the value of pre-investment being
underestimated. Liang et al (2007) conducted a stochastic analysis on the option value of
CCR in pulverised coal power plants in China, but this study used data inputs from public
domain sources for generic power plants rather than realistic plant data and also only used
standard deviation to describe risk.
In this paper, we conducted a more detailed survey of actual pulverised coal power
projects in China which began construction in 2005 and 2006 and decided to focus on a plant
located in Guangdong which began construction in 2007 and started operations in 2009. All
costs and revenue data are adjusted by historical or estimated inflation. As the risk of a
project cannot be assessed simply by comparing the NPV of a project, we also analyze the
risk profile in addition to NPV analysis.
The paper aims to address the following research questions:
z
z

z

Is CCR a sound economic investment in China?
What are the implications of different CCR configurations for the economics of postcombustion at pulverised coal power plants?
What are potential mechanisms to make CCR happen?

2. Valuation Methodologies
The principle in evaluating the value of CCR and capture options includes eight steps in
evaluation process are explicitly stated below:
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Step 1: Set up project lifetime cash flow projection profile (annual basis, static), and build a
decision tree on retrofitting to capture and early closure applying backward deduction
methodology to determine the optimal retrofitting option exercise policy.
Step 2: Investigate the distribution and inter-correlation of stochastic inputs, including carbon
prices, coal prices, and electricity prices.
Step 3: Assume plant performance variables without CCS, such as power supply efficiency,
load factor and etc
Step: 4: Estimate economic variables, including inflation rate, tax rate, depreciation schedule
and etc.
Step 5: Determine a proper discount rate.
Step 6: Input plants performance, required capital investments, operating and maintenance
costs with respect to retrofitting to capture CO2. The costs for storage, monitoring and
transportation are accrued to CO2 per ton.
Step 7: Run Monte-Carlo simulation to generate results and conduct sensitivities studies for
different scenarios. (10,000 trials give the best trade-off).
Step 8: Analyse results including the option value, the impact of capture option on project
risk profile, retrofitting probability and early closure possibility
2.1 Valuing Option for Retrofitting CO2 Capture (Capture Option)
For the purposes of this analysis, we assume the mean net present value (NPV) of cash flow
is the main investment decision criteria. The NPV is the net present value of the future aftertax cash flows after subtracting initial investment outlay and adding present value of terminal
year non-operating cash flow, or
n
CFt
TNOCF
(2-1)
NPV = ∑
− Outlay +
t
(1 + r ) n
t =1 (1 + r )
CFt = after-tax cash flow at year t
r = required rate of return for the investment (or discount rate)
Outlay = initial investment cash flow at time zero
n = life of the power project
TNOCF = terminal year after-tax non-operating cash flow
The value of being CCR is calculated by subtracting the ‘mean NPV of total cash flow of a
project without option of retrofitting CO2 capture during its lifetime’ from the ‘mean NPV of
total cash flow of a project with option of retrofitting CO2 capture’:

ValueOption = NPVwith −option − NPVwithout −option

(2-2)

NPVwith-option = NPV of total cash flow with retrofitting option
NPVwithout-option = NPV of total cash flow without retrofitting option
In order to estimate the mean NPV of total cash flow including the option of retrofitting to
CO2 capture, a decision equation with regard to retrofit timing is required. The model
assumes that plant owners or capture option holders are free to retrofit the plant to capture
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CO2 at year T when the projected average NPV of total future cash flow with retrofitting is
larger than the projected average NPV of future cash flow without retrofitting:
n

CFretro _ t

∑ (1 + r )

n

>∑

CFno− retro _ t

(2-3)
′
+ Valueoption
(1 + r ) t −T
CFretro_t = expected after-tax randomized cash flow at year t with retrofitting to Capture
CFno-retro_t = expected after-tax randomized cash flow at year t without retrofitting to Capture
Value’option = the option value of retrofitting to Capture in the future
T = retrofitting year
n = life of the power project
Retrofitting to Capture if

t =T

t −T

t =T

2.2 Assessing Benefits of CCR
The additional capital investment required to make a new plant CCR can be quite different
depending upon the siting of the plant, engineering design and local costs of reserving
additional land, thus we focus on the gross value (before capital outlay) of CCR:
GValuecr = Valueoption −cr − Valueoption − nocr
(2-4)
GValuecr = value of CCR before capital outlay of CCR
Valueoption-nocr = value of Capture Option without CCR
Valueoption-cr = value of Capture Option with CCR
A distinct advantage of building new plants as CCR is increasing the cumulative probability
of retrofitting CCS economically over the course of a plant’s lifetime:
T

Pcapture−T = 1 − PunCapture−T = 1 − ∏ (1 − pcapture−t )

(2-5)

t =1

n

pcapture−T = p(∑

CFretro _ t

n

>∑

CFno − retro _ t

)
(2-6)
(1 + r ) t −T t =T (1 + r ) t −T
Pcapture-T = cumulative probability of retrofitting to Capture at Year T
Puncapture-T = cumulative probability of not yet retrofitting to Capture at Year T
pcapture-T = probability of retrofitting to Capture at Year T
t =T

The net value of CCR is equal to the ‘gross value of CCR’ less ‘additional capital outlay on
CCR’:

NetValue cr = GValue cr − Outlay cr − PV _ O & M cr

(2-7)

NetValuecr = net value of CCR (after CCR capital outlay)
GValuecr = gross value of CCR (before CCR capital outlay)
Outlaycr = capital outlay of CCR
PV_O&Mcr = PV of the additional operating and maintenance expense of CCR
2.3 Cash Flow Components
The base power project in the study is a new investment, thus the initial capital outlay is
equal to the investment in new fixed capital plus investment in net working capital.
Outlay = FCInv + NWCInv
(2-8)
FCInv = Investment in new fixed capital
NWCInv = Investment in net working capital
The annual after-tax operating cash flow is equal to ‘revenue (or sales) less cash operating
expenses and tax expense, plus depreciation charge’:
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CFt = ( St − Ct − Dt )(1 − Tax) + Dt

(2-9)

St = revenue from electricity sales at year t
Ct = cash operating expenses (fuel cost + carbon cost + other O&M costs) at year t
Dt = depreciation charge at year t
Tax = corporate tax rate
The paper assumes the net salvage value (including site cleanup) is zero at the end of the
project, because the salvage value has little impacts on either the value of capture option or
the value of CCR. Therefore the terminal year non-operating cash flow is equal to

TNOCF = NWCInv+ Tax × BTN

(2-10)
TNOCF = terminal year after-tax non-operating cash flow
BTN = book value of fixed capital on the terminal date
2.4 Option of Terminating Ahead of Schedule
If the prospect of continuous operation (with a retrofit option or after retrofitting CO2
capture) is extremely unfavourable, the underlying plant will be closed down ahead of the
end of its intended life. The paper assumes that the plant will be shut down if the spot NPV of
estimated future cash flow with closure options is lower than zero. The paper also evaluates
the value of the closure option and the probability of early closure under different CCR
scenarios.
3. Assumptions
3.1 Costs and Performance Assumptions of CCR
The assumption regarding additional proportion of costs and performance for CCR in Table 1
is based on the IEA GHG (2007) study of pulverised fuel power plants, using figures for
post-combustion amine scrubbing technologies.

Unit: million euro/MW (net output)

Non-CCR

CCR essential
with throttled
LP turbine
1.2913

CCR essential
design with
floating LPT
1.2945

CCR essential
design with
clutched LPT
1.3220

Total investment cost (2006)

1.2850

0.49%

0.74%

2.89%

0.3030
23.58%

0.2828
21.90%

0.2828
21.85%

0.2807
21.23%

0.0585
0.1013
73.15%
-25.78%

0.0585
0.0974
66.43%
-22.78%

0.0585
0.0958
63.73%
-21.51%

0.0585
0.0948
62.07%
-20.70%

Additional pre-investment
Total investment for retrofit (2006)
Additional investment for retrofit (Total
Investment for retrofit/Total investment costs)

Non-fuel O&M costs before retrofit (2006)
Non-fuel O&M costs after retrofit (2006)
Additional O&M costs
Electricity output change after retrofit

Table 1 Capital investment and O&M costs comparisons across different configurations of CCR in PC
power plants (IEA GHG, 2007: 61-62)

3.2 Technical, Operational, Financial and Market Assumptions
Based on a detailed assessment for a power plant in South China, we assumed the operational
performance, financial and market assumptions of the 600MW ultra-supercritical pulverised
300

coal power plants as shown in Tables 2, 3 and 4. Inputs regarding future costs and prices are
adjusted by the long term inflation rate. The net reductions of CO2 per MWh electricity are
assumed to be 83.1%, consistent with the IEA GHG (2007) case study on CCR plants.
However, we assume the average capacity load can increase to 80% to partially offset the
effect of the energy penalty. The paper also assumes that the resulting carbon reductions can
provide an extra income stream through the CDM from beginning operations until 2020 and
then that carbon emissions will be constrained and hence subject to a penalty after 2020.
Unit Type
Installed Capacity
Start-Construction Timing
Construction Cycle
Operating Life
Average Capacity Load
Equivalent Availability Factor
Power Supply Efficiency (average)
Emissions Factors before Retrofit
Initial Capital Outlay
O&M costs
Storage costs scenarios
Potential retrofitting year

Ultra Supercritical Pulverised Coal
600 MW
Jan 2009
24 months
30 years or 2010 to 2040
Before retrofit 66%
After retrofit
80% (estimated)
94.5%
44.1%
0.752 ton CO2/MWh
CNY3900/kW (2006 base, 0 salvage value) plus extra 5% working
capital
CNY0.236 million/MW (2006 base)
CNY-50/tce (low), CNY50/tce (medium), CNY100/tce (high)
2015, 2020, 2025, 2030

Table 2 Technical and operational performance assumptions

Exchange Rate (consider
price)
Corporate Tax Treatment
Base Required Return
Inflation assumption

forward 6.5 (CNY/USD), 10 (CNY/Euro)

Average Coal Prices

Local Carbon Prices (costs after 2020)

Average On-grid Electricity Prices

Correlation (coal, carbon)
Correlation (electricity, coal)

25% tax rate
8%
Base

(10-year straight line)

3% (applied to fixed capital, O&M, and
retrofit costs)
Base
CNY469 (2007)
Std dev
10%
Annual Growth = basic inflation
Base
CNY80/ton (2006)
Std dev
20% (< 2020), 10% (> 2020)
Annual Growth = 2 times basic inflation
Base
CNY312/MWh (2007)
Std dev
2.5%
Annual Growth = basic inflation
-20% (low), -80% (high)
20% (low), 80% (high)

Table 3 Financial and Market Assumptions

4. Results
The stochastic cash flow model reveals that the value of CCR ranges from CNY-29.6 to
+10.5 million (or €-3.2 to +1.1 million), depending on the level of CCR investment, as shown
in Table 4. The economics of Essential CCR with a simple throttled LPT and Essential CCR
with floating LPT are both promising; their difference is not significant as Essential CCR
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with throttled LPT has slightly higher mean NPV but higher standard deviation. By
comparing with the non-CCR scenario we find that, although CCR investment would not be
recovered if a plant is not retrofitted during its lifetime, the overall economic impact of CCR
pre-investment is not significant (as shown in Figure 2).

Essential CCR with Essential CCR with Ess.CCR with
throttled LPT
floating LPT
clutched LPT

non-CCR

Capture ready pre-investment
Mean Value
9.6
Std dev
25.0
Std err
0.3
Power plants with retrofitting option
Mean NPV
620.6
630.1
Std dev
243.4
247.0
Std err
2.4
2.5

10.50
33.63
0.3

-29.6
39.2
0.4

631.0
249.8
2.5

590.9
251.8
2.5

Table 4 NPV of projects investment and CCR additional investment in USCPC plant (million CNY)

Cumulative Probability
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80.00%
60.00%
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Mean of Ess.CCR with Clutched LPT
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Figure 2 Cumulative probability distribution of NPV for CCR investment (million CNY)

The value of a capture option ranges from CNY113 to 144 million (€11 to 14 million),
a substantial fraction (18.2% to 24.4%) of the power plants’ NPV (Figure 3). By revealing the
value of capture option, perhaps more importantly, we find the maximum loss at a confidence
level of 99% of a non-retrofittable plant with ‘carbon lock-in’ can be significantly improved
by enabling retrofitting options, from a loss of CNY150m (€15 million) to a gain of
CNY179m (€18 million). Furthermore, by investing in an Essential CCR plant, the
retrofitting option increases the maximum loss of project NPV at 99% from a loss of
CNY272 (€27 million) to a gain of CNY201 (€20 million).
The significant option value found from making plants CCR to avoid ‘carbon lock-in’
status can be much higher than the performance benefits estimated by IEA (2007), reflecting
the flexibility of an ‘American’ option as assumed here rather then using a fixed retrofit date.
The conclusion of the IEA study, that significant expenditure beyond that required to avoid
‘carbon lock-in’ is not justified, still stands, however.
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Throttled LPT

Capture Option NPV

Ess. CCR w ith
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(Capture Option NPV/ Plant NPV)

Figure 3 Value of capture options and as a percentage of total NPV of power plant

CCR increases the cumulative probability of retrofitting capture by 4.8% to
6.7% from 2015 to 2030 (Table 5). The CCR configuration also affects the probability
distribution: greater investment in CCR can achieve a higher probability of capture
and greater likelihood of retrofitting earlier. By investing in CCR, the probability of
closing a plant prior to its design life is 6.5% to 9.8% lower (Figure 4), and
consequently the value of closure option is less valuable after investing in CCR. Plant
operators can decide whether to close or to retrofit CCS to cope with high carbon
emissions costs. Both closure and retrofitting have higher odds of happening in 2030,
20 years after starting operation, than in 2015, 2020 or 2025.
Non-CCR

Essential CCR with Ess. CCR with floating
throttled LPT
pressure LPT
5.20%
6.50%
5.80%
5.40%
10.00%
12.10%
27.50%
27.60%
49.59%
50.75%

2015
4.25%
2020
4.44%
2025
8.90%
2030
26.10%
Cumulative 44.77%
Standard error < 0.1%

Ess. CCR with
clutched LPT
6.30%
6.90%
8.70%
28.00%
51.52%

Table 5 Retrofitting probability distribution
30.0

80.00%

25.9

70.00%

CNY:million

25.0
20.0

19.3
48.00%
41.50%

15.0

60.00%
17.7

16.7

50.00%

38.20% 40.00%

39.50%

30.00%

10.0

20.00%
5.0

10.00%

0.0

0.00%
non-CCR

Essential CCR w ith Ess. CCR w ith
throttled LPT
Floating LPT
Value of closure option

Ess.CCR w ith
Clutched LPT

Probability of closure

Figure 3 Closure probability and value of closure option
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When we assume only a single potential retrofitting date (option) in each scenario, we
find the value of CCR is significantly understated. As shown in Figure 5, some CCR
investments which could be justified under the scenario of four potential retrofitting dates are
not economic in the case of a single retrofitting date. In reality, a plant can be retrofitted to
capture at any time during its life. As the retrofitting nodes are thus unlimited, the value of
CCR using the four retrofitting options nodes assumed in our study may still be understated.
PV of CCR Investment (million CNY

10.00
8.00
6.00
4.00
2.00
0.00
-2.00

2015

2020

2025

2030

-4.00

Four
Decision
Nodes

Retrofitting Nodes
Essential CCR w ith throttled LPT

Essential CCR w ith floating LPT

Figure 4 Present Value of CCR under Single Potential Retrofitting Date Scenarios vs. the Four
Retrofitting Dates Scenario (This graph shows how the present value of an option to retrofit at any one of
the four dates shown is more valuable than an option to retrofit at a single discrete date.)

5. Enabling CCR Via Market Based Mechanisms
CCR does not reduce emissions directly, and therefore it is not eligible to be financed through
either the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) or the Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM) available to developing countries. Unlike developed countries, where there is a
credible possibility that governments will mandate CCS on all new coal plants in the near
future (e.g. Committee on Energy and Commerce, 2009), developing countries such as China
may rely on outside investors to encourage CCR, at least in the short term.
Furthermore, China is building more new coal-fired power capacity than anywhere
else in the world. However, the current prospects for financing CCR domestically in China
are not promising. Reiner et al (2007) conducted a survey of more than 100 key opinion
leaders on CCS in China. CCR, described as a pre-investment option to ease retrofitting with
CCS in the future, was recognized as an option by a majority of respondents, but about half
of respondents suggested that the Chinese government should not intervene in the CCR
decisions of individual projects. Industry, especially the electric power industry, was also
found to be risk averse with respect to CCR investment. As a result, the chance of
incentivizing CCR through existing channels, whether through the Chinese government,
industry or the CDM is low in the near term.
To resolve the dilemma, Liang et al (2008) suggest that newly built fossil fuel plants,
which are not currently considering CCR because of the absence of any incentive, issue
Capture Options in order to finance and optimize CCR by drawing in foreign investors and
others interested in this unique low-carbon investment opportunity.
6. Conclusions
Across one non-CCR and three CCR scenarios applied to a pulverised coal power plant, the
‘CCR essential (throttled low pressure turbine)’ and ‘CCR essential with floating pressure
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LPT’ options are the most promising, as they can be justified by positive NPV, higher
retrofitting probability and a higher chance of retrofitting earlier. We find the value of CCR
may be significantly understated if only considering only one or few retrofitting potential
dates.
Under all scenarios the value of a capture option is significant, approximately 20% of
base plants’ mean NPV, therefore ‘carbon lock-in’ will cause plant owners to lose significant
capture option value. Thus, there are sufficient market-based incentives for the modest CCR
investment that avoids a plant’s initial ‘carbon lock-in’. In other words, in the absence of
clear retrofitting strategies from both the technical and regulatory sides, making a plant CCR
is an attractive investment option. To conclude, the economic value of avoiding ‘carbon lockin’ can be much greater than the cost of CCR.
z
Is Carbon Capture Ready (CCR) an economically sound investment in China?
Investment in CCR for pulverised coal-fired power plants in China can be justified on several
grounds: USCPC plants with CCR have a 5% to 7% higher probability of retrofitting to
capture at a later date, a 6.5% to 10% lower probability of early closure (thereby enhancing
the security of the electricity supply), and a positive NPV for the additional CCR investment
(for 2 out of 3 CCR scenarios). The detailed economics of CCR depends on a number of
factors, including the initial design of the plant, the level of CCR pre-investment and carbon
price assumptions
z

What are the implications of different CCR configurations for the economics of
pulverised coal power plants?

The paper evaluated the three PC CCR technical scenarios investigated in the IEA
GHG (2007) study and found CCR with essential features and CCR with essential features
plus throttled low pressure turbine or floating low pressure turbine to be more economic than
CCR with essential features with a clutched low pressure turbine. It is also worth noting that
a clutched turbine cannot so easily take advantage of advances in CO2 capture plant
performance (Lucquiaud, 2009).
z

What are potential mechanisms to make CCR happen in China?

Although China is building more than 1 GW of coal power plants per week, currently,
there is no immediate financial mechanism or policy available to encourage CCR in China.
However, the capture option concept could finance and optimize CCR immediately.
Furthermore, power generation companies who place a reasonable probability on a high
carbon price scenario or are concerned about the risks of mandatory early closure for coal
plants because of their carbon emissions may consider investing in CCR to avoid ‘carbon
lock-in’ and lower early-closure probability.
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Appendix: Projects with Proposals for CO2 Capture Ready Design

Data
2005

Company
SaskPower
(Canada)

Activity
Feasibility study of Capture Ready lignite fired power
plant, focus on technology and economics (Booth
2005)
Retrofit SSE’s 500MW Ferrybridge Power Station in
2006.6 Scottish and
Southern Energy Yorkshire by installing Mitsui Babcock’s supercritical
boiler and turbine unit onsite to facilitate the
(SEE)& Mitsui
subsequent development of post-combustion
Babcock
technology for carbon capture and storage (SEE 2006).
2006.
E.ON
Submitted a proposal to build two new 800MW coal
10
fired power plants with Capture Ready in Kent, if
successful, the plant can be operated by 2012 (Platts
2006)
2006.
TXU
New plan to build 9000 megawatts (MW) of coal fired
11
capacity; it also mentioned that the new plants would
have room for construction of additional equipment for
capturing CO2. The plant design will consider its
access to Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) sites for CO2
burial as well (TXU 2007)
2006
SASOL
Study the feasibility of building two 80,000 barrels per
day (bpd) CTL plant in China, involves Capture Ready
design (SASOL 2006).
2007.8 Barking Power
The Chequers Lane Power plant at Dagenham got a
CCGT extension for being capture ready (Barking,
2007).
2008. 1 EDF
West Burton’s 1270MW Capture Ready CCGT plant is
now under construction (EDF, 2008).
2008.4 UMPPs
Totally nine Ultra Mega Power Projects of a capacity
of 4GW each. Aiming at established the definition of
capture ready plant for India, and ranking of all nine
proposed projects in terms of feasible CCS option
(FCO, 2008).
2008.7 CIC Energy
Mmamabula power plant will be designed as 'capture
ready' by Environmental Resource Managers (ERM). It
will focus on potential storage sites in Botswana. (CIC
Energy, 2008).
2009.3 Dong Energy
One 800MW CCGT Power plant at Newport, South
Wales. The plant is due to start Operating in 2010,
which was acquired from Seven Power in March, 2009
(SEVERN, 2009).
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